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Entrepreneurial Network in Malaysia: Are There Any 










The paper reveals interesting findings from the comparative study on 
entrepreneurial network of Malay and Chinese entrepreneurs in 
Malaysia conducted from July 2010 to December 2010. The two main 
ethnic groups, the Malays who are dominant in politic and the Chinese 
who traditionally are good in business, are the main ethnic groups in 
Malaysia and data from both ethnic groups is analysed from the total 
sample of 147 in which 59 are Malays and 88 are Chinese owner-
managers. The findings show both ethnic groups have advantages and 
disadvantages over each other with respect to social, institutional and 
business networks 
 




Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) are believed to play important roles in the 
economic development of all countries. In Malaysia, the SMEs represent more than 
95% of the total business establishments, contribute more than 40% of the total output, 
more than 60% of total employment, and more than 45% of total value-added since year 
2000 (Central Bank of Malaysia, 2006). This report indicates the contribution of SMES is 
so enormous especially in terms of widening the economic divergence and impacting 
the whole economy of the country. Realising these, the Malaysian government has 
always been supportive on the development and expansion of SMEs and such strong 
and dynamic development have been considered as the paramount economic agenda 
by the Malaysian Government (Central Bank of Malaysia, 2006) 
 
The Malaysian business scenario is unique with the existence of multiple ethnic groups 
operating and behaving in the unique ways, the ways perceived best to them (Minai and 
Lucky, 2011). Insights show that certain ethnic groups dominate certain types of 
business and active in certain activities such as politic. According to Abdul Hassan et al. 
(2007) and Omar (2006), most SMEs in Malaysia are owned by the Malaysian Chinese 
community. The Chinese has been said to have been dominating majority of the 
business sector for a long time. For example, the Malaysian Business in 1991 had 
reported that the Chinese owned 50% of equity of the construction sector, 82% of 
wholesales trade, 58% of retail trade and about 40% of the manufacturing factor 
(Gomez et al., 2004). Report from the mid-term review on the 9th Malaysia Plan shows 
that the share capital of the Malay is much lower than that of the Chinese, for example, 
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for the year 2006, the Malay owned 19.4% share capital compared to 42.4% by the 
Chinese.   
 
Since independence in 1957, the Malay ethnic group who has been dominating the 
political and administrative environment, however, they are yet to perform diligently in 
business. Thus, various efforts are taken to correct the unbalance where the Malays are 
urged to get involved seriously in business. This triggers accusations where there are 
claims that the Malaysian government has given priority to the indigenous people, in 
particular the Malay in terms of the business supports and assistances. From the 
government perspective, this is to ensure the economic stability and harmonization 
among different ethnic groups. 
 
In spite of the government urge for unity among all the races, when comes to business, 
it is observed that both groups operate within each group‟s contact and domain. The 
business network of the Malaysian Chinese is intact within the Chinese community and 
sharing the business outside the group is still very much doubtful. The network is 
deemed importance in the business performance and the study thus attempts to 
examine the effect of network characteristics on firm performance for each ethnic group 
and compare the results for the two groups. 
 
Othman et al. (2005) highlights that only a handful studies have been conducted to 
examine the differences between the Malay and the Chinese entrepreneurs in Malaysia 
with regards to some specific issues. The only published study on the comparison 
between the two ethic groups is the study by Othman et al (2005) on the comparison 
between demographics and personal characteristics of different ethnic urban Malaysian 
entrepreneurs. To the authors‟ knowledge, there is no previous research work done to 
compare the entrepreneurial networks related characteristics between the Malay and 
the Chinese owner-managers in Malaysia who make up more than 80% of the total 
owner-managers. 
 
The paper addresses the issue of changes in network characteristics that are supposed 
to affect the firm performance and answer the question on how the network 
characteristics affect the network performance. The finding of the study that shows the 
changes have no effect of the firm performance between the two groups implies that the 
anticipated changes in network characteristics do not necessarily change the 
performance of the small firms. The paper also highlights the importance of network to 
small firms by focusing on network characteristics, namely network size, network 
diversity and network density, for both Malay and Chinese entrepreneurs in Malaysia.  
 
2. Literature Review  
 
The development and sustainability of small firms depends on various factors. Among 
others, the entrepreneurial networks have been identified as one of the areas that 
should be given more and serious attention especially at the start-up and growth stages 
of enterprises. The power of networking determines the success and survival of the 
ventures, be it new or existing businesses (Aldrich et al, 1997; Reese and Aldrich, 
1995). It is believed that the potential benefits derived from networking include better 
information, added credibility and exchange relationship (Cooper, 2002). Networking 
also allows entrepreneurs to access to various resources and opportunities that 
contribute to business growth (Reese and Aldrich, 1995).  
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The high achievement of Chinese entrepreneurs in Malaysia has always been claimed 
to have connection to “guan xi” (relationship). The importance of „guan xi‟ in Chinese 
business has been recognized by many and a number of articles have been published 
about it (Chan, 2000; Menkhoff and Gerke, 2002). In addition, a considerable studies 
revealed that the Chinese businessmen utilize their ethnic and networks „guan xi‟ to 
facilitate and promote business profit and growth (Law 2012).  
 
The term „guan xi‟ is actually very peculiar among the Malaysia Chinese businessmen. 
However, there are many versions of „guan xi‟ and it depends on how an individual 
relates it to a specific context and occasion. In most occasions, „guan xi‟ refers to 
networks, connections and relationships of the individuals, however, a standard 
definition is the „interpersonal connections‟ (Buttery and Wang, 1999). 
 
Within the context of the importance of networking to small firms, Che Senik et al. 
(2007) suggest that networking is very important for small firms to reach potential 
customers particularly in participating in the international arena. They reveal that 
through networking, the small firms are able to access not only the customers but also 
the available supports provided the government through government agencies. The 
Malaysian government has also realized the importance of business networking and 
hence has given attention in helping the small firms establishing the networking, with 
the help of a number of agencies such as MITI, MIDA, MATRADE, MTDC, MIDF, MIEL, 
NPC and SMIDEC (Che Senik et al. 2007). The Industrial Linkage Programme (ILP) 
under SMIDEC is an example of Malaysian government initiatives to create networking 
for small firms. They cited that in 2005 there were 53 enterprises of SMEs successfully 
developed linkages with large companies and MNCs under the ILP. Moreover, studies 
in Malaysia focusing on the Chinese businesses focus more on larger corporations or 
highly capitalized enterprises (Gomez, 1999) and only a few focuses on small firms 
Gomez et al (2004).  This indicates the importance to study the cross ethnic group 
activities among the small firms.  
 
The Malaysian Chinese Business Networking 
Many researchers claim that networking is a characteristic features among Chinese-
owned firms (Kotkin, 1993; Hamilton, 1996). In Malaysia, it is no exception. Many local 
researchers suggest that the business network plays important roles in Malaysian 
Chinese related businesses (Ann, 2006). According to Ann (2006), there are two 
common types of business networks developed among Malaysian Chinese 
entrepreneurs. The first one refers to the formal network which is through clan 
association and Chinese Chamber of Commerce and the second one associates with 
informal network. Both types of network have been formed during their early arrival to 
Malaysia then Malaya under the British administration and Ann (2006) names this 
network as traditional network.   
 
Ann (2006) actually quotes the Chinese business network as “the bamboo network”. 
This refers to the strong tie or relationship of the businessmen with customers, 
suppliers, employees, government agencies and related parties. This is an interesting 
view considering how strong „bamboo‟ holds each other and manages to control the 
area it grows. It is believed that with such network, the Malaysian Chinese have been 
dominant as businessmen in Malaysia.  
 
Although the dominance of Chinese in Malaysian business arena is undeniable, Gomez 
(1999) highlights the lack of intra-ethnic relation when come to the success of big 
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enterprises owned by Chinese business tychoon. Gomez claims that the prominent 
businessmen in Malaysia like the late Lim Goh Tong and Loh Boon Siew, William 
Cheng, Vincent Tan, Francis Yeoh and Ting Pek Khiing did not establish the intra-ethnic 
business links locally or abroad. Most of these Chinese capitalists were more inclined to 
tie themselves with local authorities and politician to capitalize on the requirement and 
legislation in obtaining business license, contracts, concession and others (Gomez, 
1999).    
 
Back to the Malaysian Chinese networking, the effectiveness of the Chinese network is 
recognized by the government (Cheong 1996). For example, one of the state ex-
minister, Tan Sri Muhammad Muhd Taib, during his speech has mentioned;  
 
“I believe networking among Malay businessmen is essential for the building up of a 
dynamic Bumiputera Industrial and Commercial Community (BICC). Look at the way the 
Chinese have networked in this country through their various clans and business 
associations. Anyone can see the fraternity among them. The Malays should work together 
in like manner.” 
Source: Cheong (1996) 
 
This also shows that the Chinese are more advance in business compared to the other 
ethnic groups in Malaysia. 
 
The Malay Business Networking 
As understood, the business networking is crucial to all businessmen regardless of the 
ethnic groups. In Malaysia, as the constitution protecting the Malay ethnic group under 
the Kingdom Parliamentary system, the Malay ethnic group enjoys some preveilages. A 
number of programs is being formulated to ensure the Malay who are dominant in politic 
but far behind than the Chinese in business achieves certain economic shares in the 
country. The Malay has a more liberal networking, although some think to have their 
own ethnic business networking (Minai et al 2011; Hashim 2007). The government 
pushes for a one nation concept always urges for the one-Malaysia business 
networking (Lucky and Minai (2011).  
 
From the First Malaysia Plan (1966-1970) to the Ninth Malaysia Plan (2006-2010), the 
government has been emphasizing on the development of Malay entrepreneurs to 
increase their participation into entrepreneurship. Omar (2006) reveals that the 
participation of Malay entrepreneurs is still low with the relatively small number of them 
compared to the Chinese businessmen. One of the reasons being cited is the difficulty 
to join force with the Chinese networking to establish sound business foundation.   
 
There are a number of successful Malay entrepreneurs, however, also with no record of 
intra-ethnic networking. With no proper study being done on the Malay business 
networking, very little can be claimed on the existing Malay business network. Anyhow, 
it is argued here that the Malay network comprises all ethnic groups in Malaysia with the 
Malay personnel becomes dominant in the network due to various reasons and one of 
them is the political reason.  
 
Common views in Malaysia indicate that the Chinese entrepreneurs are more capable 
in developing business networking but inevitably the Malay entrepreneurs are diligent in 
ties with government agency (Shahadan, 2001; Gomez, 1999; Gomez et al., 2004; 
Hashim, 2007; Ibrahim et al, 1988). This is the unique scenario in Malaysia regarding 
the business networks of the Malaysian Chinese and Malay.  
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Networks Characteristics    
Capitalizing on the suggestion by Renzulli, Aldrich, and Moody (2000) suggesting 
network characteristic to encompass network size, network density, network diversity, 
network intensity, strength of network, number of hours spent talked to business 
contacts, the research leading toward the production of this paper focuses only on the 
network size, network diversity and network density. 
 
Network Size 
Renzulli et al (2000) define the size of network represents how many individuals of 
different person an entrepreneur is talking to and discussing with about the business 
matters while performing their business activities. Each of the contacted persons in the 
entrepreneur‟s network has the potential to open up the opportunity to the 
entrepreneurs in obtaining the needed resources such as finances, information and raw 
materials for business survival and growth (Reese and Aldrich, 1995).    
 
Tracing back the earlier studies on network size according to gender of the 
entrepreneurs, the study by Aldrich et al. (1989) in USA and Italy shows that the 
average network sizes between male and female entrepreneurs in USA were 9.4 
persons and 10.0 persons whereas in Italy it was lesser with 8.1 persons for men and 
7.0 persons for women. Four years later, Staber (1993) conducted a survey in Canada 
and found the average size of network for men was 10.5 persons whereas for women it 
was a surprising 24.5 persons.  
 
Together, the network size is considered small with less than 10 persons with the USA 
about 10 persons (Reese and Aldrich 1995), Italy with 7 persons (Aldrich 1989), 
Northern Ireland 7.4 persons (Cromie and Birley 1992) and Malaysia 7.3 persons 
(Hamed 1995). This data, although may be outdated, is the only available data up-to-
date and is crucial in showing that the network size is small. This is also not a good 
indicator for good business network with assumption of the better the size the better 
business network.    
 
Network Diversity 
Network diversity is another measure focuses on heterogeneity of the network contacts. 
It is defined as the entrepreneurs‟ networks that consist of various types of ties with 
contact persons (Hamed, 1995). Previous researches on network diversity explain 
about the different background of contacts providing various resources such as 
financial, information and emotional support to the entrepreneurs during establishment, 
start-ups or even growth process of new venture (Renzulli et al., 2000; Ostgaard and 
Birley, 1996; Renzulli and Aldrich, 1995; Zhao and Aram, 1995; Hansen, 1995; Burt, 
1992). The similarity and differences between the contacts are the important element is 
discussing the network diversity, 
 
A perfect homogenous network occurs when every contact member has the same 
background (Witt 2004). In fact, background of contacts in entrepreneurs networking 
can be viewed from three dimensions, 
  
(i) The network contact is associated with the nature relationship between 
entrepreneurs and their contacts, e.g. family, friends and business 
associates. 
(ii) The occupational background, e.g. entrepreneurs, government servant, 
professional, and private employee.  
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(iii) The ethnic background of contacts, e.g. Malay, Chinese and Indian.  
 
Some studies classify contact persons into three groups; family, friends and 
acquaintances (Allen, 2000; Witt, 2004). Another study (Chu 1996) categories network 
contacts into 3 sub-groups; (i)family, friends and business friends, (ii)business related 
members and (iii)members that help entrepreneurs to gain public recognition and 
professional status.  
 
Renzulli et al (2000) argue that the business network composition that highly depends 
on kinship ties might result in low levels of information and quality creating drawback to 
the entrepreneurs due to the homogenous pool. However, the Chinese has been found 
to receive more than 60% of finance source from family member (Hamed 1995) but is 
doing well in business with good and quality internal information circulation. Is this a 
special case and only happen to the Chinese community? This makes the comparison 
study between the Malaysian Chinese and the Malay interesting to observe.  
 
On the other side, successful entrepreneurs are always being associated with those 
who are able to obtain resources especially informational resources from contacts. It is 
argued that if these contacts have different background like customers, market analysts, 
industry experts, financiers, accountants, lawyers, and marketing experts then a perfect 
heterogeneous network is possible. This happens when all members in the network 
totally have different occupational background and thus when information received by 
entrepreneurs it has low redundancy and shall maximize the value of information. 
  
It is assumed by many that most entrepreneurs can easily obtain support from their 
respective ethnic group in business compared to from other ethnic groups for private 
support and assistance, for instance, Hindustanis, Creoles, Chinese and Javanese in 
Holland (Boissevain and Grotenberg, 1986), Asians in England (Zimmer and Aldrich, 
1987), Taiwanese Chinese in Germany (Leung, 2001) and Chinese computer firms in 
Los Angeles (Zhou, 1996). The main reason for this is likely due to the similarity of 
social and culture background among themselves.  
 
Network Density 
Network density refers to the number of persons or actors that have high connectivity in 
the group of the network. According to Greve (1995), the density value of 1 shows that 
all persons or actors in the network know each other very well. Hamed (1995) and 
Hansen (1995) propose that network density can also refer to the percentage of network 
members who are unknown to each others. Greve (1995) suggests that a network that 
has lower density will probably produce high quality of information with low rate of 
redundancy.  
 
Actually the model of strong and weak ties was popularized long time ago by 
Granovetter (1973). This model suggested that strong ties created among people 
around entrepreneurs are the result of close contacts and relations. This usually 
involves emotional and psychological support (Wellman, 1981). The close contacts 
might be their family members, relatives and friends who are able to provide finances 
support to the entrepreneurs based on the long term relationship. The weak ties is of 
more concern as the weak ties are assumed to bring less redundancy of information 
and entrepreneurs are most likely to receive new and quality information that are 
important to the business activities (Burt, 1992). According to Greve and Gattiker 
(1994), most of the information received by entrepreneurs is through weak-ties. 
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In year 2005, the National SME Development Council has provided useful guidelines to 
standardize the concept of SME which refers to two major criteria that encompass the 
annual sales turnover and the number of full-time employees. The definition covers 
three categories fall under two broad categories namely the manufacturing and the 
service industries. The manufacturing includes the manufacturing-related services and 
agro-based industries whereas the service covers the primary agriculture and 
information and communication technology (ICT).  
 
The details on the definitions of SMEs by annual sales turnover and size are as below: 
 
Table 1: SME definitions based on annual sales turnover 
Size / Sector Primary Agriculture Manufacturing 
(including Agro-
based) & MRS 
Services Sector 
(including ICT) 


























Table 2: SME definitions based on number of full-time employees: 
Size / Sector Primary Agriculture Manufacturing 
(including Agro-
based) & MRS 
Services Sector 
(including ICT) 
Micro Less than 5 
employees 
Less than 5 
employees 
Less than 5 
employees 
 
Small Between 5 and 19 
employees 
Between 5 and 50 
employees 
Between 5 and 19 
employees 
Medium Between 20 and 
50 employees 
Between 51 and 150 
employees 
Between 20 and 50 
employees 
 
Source: National SME Development Council (NSDC) (2005) 
                                                  
3. The Methodology  
 
This research is based on the quantitative research approach. In identifying the 
respondents, the stratified random sampling method is being applied. This method 
segregates each stratum and selects the subject accordingly. It is argued that this 
approach is more efficient as it provides more accurate information from enough sample 
size of each stratum and thus ensures homogeneity with each stratum under study. Out 
of the three major categories of SMEs in Malaysia, of the services, agriculture and 
manufacturing, the SMEs from services sector has been chosen as research target 
group. The reason is that the services sector consists 86.5% of total SMEs in Malaysia 
as compared to manufacturing (7.3%) and agriculture (6.2%) sectors (Central Bank of 
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Malaysia 2006). Moreover, the services environment is considered to involve more 
complex and more interpersonal relationships as compared to manufacturing 
environments (Gilmore et al., 2006). 
 
The selection of the service sector is actually due to the current call by the government 
to focus on this sector. Moreover, the services sector has become one major sectors 
contributing to the economic development as reported by the World Bank indicating that 
contribution of services sector in overall GDP increased from 50 percent in 1995 to 53 
percent in 2007 (Business Recorder, 2009). The government has identified the services 
sector as the sector contributes to the growth and development process of the 
Malaysian economy. This sector is expected to contribute 70 percent to the gross 
domestic product (GDP) by 2020 and currently contributing about 55 percent to 
Malaysia's GDP (Lim, 2009). 
 
In term of the ethnic composition in the study, Table 3 shows the details. The sample 
indicates 40.1 percent of owner-managers are Malay and the Chinese consists of 59.9 
percent. This figure reflects that more businesses are managed and controlled by the 
Chinese. 
 







Valid Malay 59 40.1 40.1 40.1 
Chinese 88 59.9 59.9 100.0 
Total 147 100.0 100.0  
 
Data was collected for the period of six months from July 2010 to December 2010. It 
has undergone two phases of data collection as the number of respondents was not 
enough in the first phase. The questionnaires were sent by mail to 1500 identified 
respondents nationwide in Malaysia with only 147 filled questionnaires were returned 
(Table 4). There are 544 addresses not valid and assuming the other 956 
questionnaires reach the destination, the response rate for this questionnaires 
distribution is 15.38%. This is the best the researchers could collect after four reminders 
being sent to them. For the normality assumption, the number of collected 
questionnaires meets the minimum number required for the normality assumption as 
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Table 4: Survey Sample and Sample Collected 
States Survey Sample Collected Sample 
Number of 
firms 
% Number of 
firms 
% 
Perlis 15 1.0 7 4.8 
Kedah 38 2.5 16 10.9 
Penang 163 10.9 23 15.6 
Perak 99 6.6 10 6.8 
Kelantan 41 2.7 3 2.0 
Terengganu 25 1.7 4 2.7 
Pahang 33 2.2 10 6.8 
Selangor 452 30.1 26 17.7 
N. Sembilan 28 1.9 2 1.4 
Melaka 30 2.0 3 2.0 
Johor 176 11.7 19 12.9 
Sabah 45 3.0 4 2.7 
Sarawak 45 3.0 3 2.1 
Kuala Lumpur 302 20.1 17 11.6 
Labuan 4 0.3 0 0 
Putrajaya 4 0.3 0 0 
Total 1500 100 147 100 
 
4. The Findings 
 
Network Size  
The network contacts of owner-managers consists family members, relatives, friends, 
bank officials, customers, government officers, bank officers, trade organization, social 
organization. All the contacts are grouped into 3 major categories namely social 
networks (family members, relatives and friends), business networks (bank officials, 
suppliers and customers) and institutional networks (government, trade organization 
and social organization).  
 
The overall results demonstrate that Malay owner-managers obtain higher mean than 
the Chinese owner-manager in all the dependent variables namely the family members, 
relatives, friends, bank officials, customers, government officers, bank officers, trade 
organization, social organization, social network, business network and institutional 
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Table 5: Comparison between Malay and Chinese in Network Size 
 
Race N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
FAMILY Malay 55 5.07 5.439 .733 
Chinese 85 2.46 3.168 .344 
RELATIVES Malay 55 3.51 5.295 .714 
Chinese 85 1.51 2.343 .254 
FRIENDS Malay 55 16.24 25.999 3.506 
Chinese 85 9.00 17.909 1.943 
SUPPLIERS Malay 55 7.45 20.112 2.712 
Chinese 85 7.86 14.650 1.589 
CUSTOMERS Malay 55 23.29 49.640 6.693 
Chinese 85 15.01 33.249 3.606 
GOVERNMENT 
OFFICERS 
Malay 55 7.04 12.593 1.698 
Chinese 85 2.14 7.173 .778 
BANK OFFICERS Malay 55 2.40 3.424 .462 
Chinese 85 1.55 2.378 .258 
TRADE ORG. Malay 55 3.18 4.963 .669 
Chinese 85 2.86 9.932 1.077 
SOCIAL ORG. Malay 55 3.40 13.463 1.815 
Chinese 85 1.60 5.169 .561 
SOCIAL NETWORK Malay 55 24.82 32.452 4.376 
Chinese 85 12.96 19.929 2.162 
BUSINESS NETWORK Malay 55 33.15 57.178 7.710 
Chinese 85 24.42 42.743 4.636 
INST NETWORK Malay 55 13.62 25.639 3.457 
Chinese 85 6.60 15.935 1.728 
TOTAL NETWORK SIZE Malay 55 71.16 104.269 14.060 
Chinese 85 43.96 69.124 7.498 
 
The total size of network for Malay owner-managers also shows higher mean as 
compared to the Chinese owner-managers (table 5 and table 6). The Malay‟s owner-
managers have a significant higher mean as compared to the Chinese owner-manager 
for the categories of family members, relatives, government officers, social network as 
well as institutional network.  
 
Table 6: Independent Samples t-test for network size between ethnic groups 
 F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Family 13.804 .000 3.227 77.896 .002* 
Relatives 17.266 .000 2.643 67.855 .010* 
Friends 3.782 .054 1.950 138 .053** 
Government Officers 10.197 .002 2.621 76.876 .011* 
Social Networks 9.248 .003 2.429 80.488 .017* 
Institutional Network 2.037 .156 1.999 138 .048* 
Total Network Size 3.952 .049 1.707 84.677 .091** 









Network diversity between ethnic groups was tested based on four dimensions of race, 
relationship, occupation and gender. The results showed that Malay owner-manager 
score higher in race and gender dimensions while the Chinese entrepreneurs record 
higher score for relationship and occupation dimensions (Table 7).  
 
Table 7: Group Statistics of mean scores of network diversity in race, 
relationship, occupation and gender between Malay and Chinese 
 
Race N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
NETDIVRACE Malay 52 .2369 .22625 .03138 
Chinese 71 .1639 .21659 .02570 
NETDIVREL Malay 48 .3446 .24631 .03555 
Chinese 71 .3749 .25259 .02998 
NETDIVOC Malay 47 .3719 .24244 .03536 
Chinese 69 .3826 .25395 .03057 
NETDIVGEN Malay 52 .2308 .20877 .02895 
Chinese 70 .1554 .18669 .02231 
 
The findings showed that there is a significant result for network diversity in gender 
dimensions at 5 percent significant level. As significant level increased to 10%, it 
demonstrates that the Malays has significant difference with the Chinese for network 
diversity across racial background (Table 8). 
 
Table 8: Independent Samples t-test for network diversity between ethnic groups 
 F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
NETDIVRACE .543 .463 1.812 121 .073** 
NETDIVGEN .448 .504 2.096 120 .038* 
*Significant at .05 level; ** Significant at .10 level 
 
Network Density 
The finding indicated that the Malays score higher mean as compared to the Chinese 
for network density (Table 9). Independent samples t-test also shows that there is a 
significant difference between Malay and Chinese on network density at 10% of 
significant level (Table 10). 
 
Table 9: Group Statistics of mean scores of network density between 
Malay and Chinese 
 







Malay 49 .7873 .27856 .03979 
Chinese 72 .6917 .31656 .03731 
 
Table 10: Independent Samples t-test for network density between ethnic groups 
 F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Network Density 1.525 .219 1.712 119 .090** 
** Significant at .10 level 
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5. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
In term of the network size, the findings show that the Malay entrepreneurs have bigger 
network size as compared to Chinese entrepreneurs now compared to the finding 
revealed by Hamed (1995). This is the opposite scenario than before and it shows that 
the Malays are getting into the business and have more networking than before. It is 
contradicted to the presumptions that the Chinese have better networking as compared 
to the Malay. This also shows that the Malay entrepreneurs have the capability to 
establish relationship and network with other people especially customers and friends. It 
is expected that this situation enables them to exchange information and access to 
other more resources that important to the business.  
 
Further analysis shows that the network for Malay comes from the relations with the 
government agency personnel. This indicates that the Malays have better network ties 
with the government officials. To relate to the fact highlighted by Shahadah (2001) that 
government officials are mostly Malay, the formation of network from same ethnic group 
may explain why the Malay network becomes bigger. Moreover, the majority of the 
Chinese SMEs are argued to seldom communicate with government agencies and this 
probably explains why the network size of the Chinese does not increase as the size for 
the Malay increases.  
 
For the network density, the Malays also score high mean in two out of the three 
dimensions. The scores are higher for the dimension of race and gender and are lower 
for occupation background. This shows that the network contacts of Malay owner-
manager within these two dimensions have been improved and better than before. The 
two dimensions indicate that the level of diversity among network contacts of Malay 
owner-managers is more heterogeneous whereas the third dimension indicates that the 
Malay has high quality of information with low rate of redundancy. It is presumed that 
the Malay entrepreneurs have stronger and better relationship than before. This may 
help to the Malay owner-manager to access support from network contacts especially 
for financial and information resources that are important to the growth of business.  
 
However, it has been argued that the Malay is still behind the Chinese with regard to the 
overall business performance. Although the Malay is proven to have better network 
strength they still do not have control in term of the network suppliers. Whilst this aspect 
is possible to explain the way forward to improve the Malay business performance there 
is also need to examine on the quality of the network characteristics so that better 
explanation can be made. 
 
In conclusion, the changes in the business network dimensions in the Malay and 
Chinese networks indicate the important of sharing the network and enlarging the 
network. Although maintaining the network size, so far, does not proven to have the 
effect on the business the larger size of network shall provide better positions to the 
entrepreneurs. As long as the society in the network can provides the needed 
resources, the group can maintain the quality network whereas for the group that 
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